
 Minutes* 
 
 Senate Consultative Committee 
 Thursday, March 28, 1996 
 12:30 - 3:00 
 Room 238 Morrill Hall 
 
 
Present: Virginia Gray (chair pro tem), Carl Adams (chair), John Adams, Joel Bergstrom, Carole 

Bland, Victor Bloomfield, Bruce Bromberek, James Gremmels, Roberta Humphreys, 
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Guests: Provosts C. Eugene Allen, W. Phillips Shively 
 
Others: Maureen Smith (University Relations) 
 
 
[In these minutes:  Semester Conversion Standards (modifications); policy on students enrolled during the 
transition to semesters; Twin Cities Undergraduate Course and Curriculum Committee; grading policy; 
closing General College (with Provost Shively); other organizational change proposals (with Provost 
Allen)] 
 
1.  Semester Conversion Standards 
 
 Professor Gray convened the meeting at 12:20 and explained that Professor Adams was working 
with students this morning, but that he would join the meeting shortly.  She then turned to Professor Koch 
to lead a discussion of the revisions of the Semester Conversion Standards. 
 
 Professor Koch reported that SCEP had unanimously approved the revised standards document the 
preceding day, and she itemized for the Committee the differences in the document since the last time the 
Committee had seen it.  A number of the changes were made as a result of discussions SCEP had with 
college representatives: 
 
-- semesters, instead of being 14 weeks, will vary in length depending on the annual calendar; 
-- the interim will be part of summer session, allowing a variety of combinations of terms during the 

summer, depending on the needs of departments; 
-- summer session will consist of at least two terms, and may not begin before the K-12 schools have 

adjourned; 
-- the document STRONGLY prefers courses of three-credits; 
-- colleges must approve any degree requirements that exceed 120 credits, rather than allowing 

departments to make the judgment themselves; 
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-- language has been added allowing some kinds of academic work to exceed the three hours of work 
per week per credit standard (e.g., clinical experiences, studio work, etc.); some of this work is also 
exempted from the 1:1 contact hour requirement (research seminars are included in the latter 
exemption); 

-- there is a new standard noting that departments will need to reduce credit and courses by about 
one-third when the change to semesters is made; 

-- grades would still be due three working days after the final exam, although provision is made so 
fall semesters grades would not be required over the holidays. 

 
 The standards have nothing about faculty appointments, except in the "comment" section, but 
SCEP assumes a nine-month appointment would start two weeks before Labor Day and end in the middle 
of May.  She also noted that with the calendar starting then, it would be in line with the change in the 
payroll system; in some years, nine-month appointees would be able to receive one week's salary before 
beginning to receive the full two weeks' pay.  Moreover, faculty employed for the full academic year in 
1999 would actually receive more money, because their nine-month appointment would run until June but 
their salary would resume in August.  There appeared to be considerable agreement that many of the 
problems with the change to the biweekly payroll would be solved if it were to be delayed until the 
change to semesters. 
 
 Professor Koch said that the question of 55-minute hour had been raised, as had a question about 
the length of time between classes.  SCEP voted to retain the 55-minute hour--the rationale for the vote is 
contained in the "comment" section of the standards document--and had found little interest in shortening 
the time between classes to 10 minutes.  Some have expressed an interest in being on the Wisconsin 
schedule, but for the Twin Cities campus, a 10-minute change period would not be desirable for either 
faculty or students.   
 
 Would the administration have a call on the faculty two weeks before classes begin, asked one 
Committee member?  It would, Professor Koch affirmed, just as faculty are expected now to be back on 
campus on September 16.  As for starting two weeks earlier, Professor Koch said it would provide time 
for faculty to deal with activities now often crammed into too few days, such as TA training, department 
retreats, new faculty orientation--things the faculty do now but often are not on the payroll for doing.  
There is sometimes pressure on faculty to start earlier; this would remove that pressure.  The change to 
semesters, Professor Koch recalled, is to be workload neutral.  One assumes, said one Committee 
member, that the practice would be similar to that at present, with faculty assuming their responsibilities 
when their appointment begins. 
 
 One Committee member expressed worry about stipulating a specific one-third reduction in courses 
and credits; that may vary by department.  Professor Koch pointed out that the standard says "should" and 
"approximately."  Each department will have to make its own decisions, but there is no possibility of a 
department continuing to offer all the courses it now offers; this language is intended to warn departments 
that they cannot simply change courses from quarters to semesters and that they will have to review 
seriously their curricula.  In some cases, graduate program accreditation will affect course reduction 
plans, it was noted. 
 
 Professor Koch affirmed that the present practice of the Morris campus to limit the number of 
credits required for a major would not be affected by these standards. 
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 Committee members commended Professor Koch for the work SCEP had done in developing a set 
of standards that represented a good compromise among the many interests.  One Committee member 
expressed support for the flexibility that has been built in; SCEP wrestled with standards and 
demonstrated that there are few fixed points.  One minor concern was that the calendar might remove the 
pressure from the administration to renegotiate the parking and transit arrangements with the State Fair; 
the Committee, Professor Gray noted, can continue to admonish the administration to do so. 
 
 Professor Gray asked for a motion to place the standards on the docket; it was moved, seconded, 
and unanimously voted to place them on the Senate docket. 
 
2.  Transition Policy 
 
 Professor Koch then reviewed the elements of the policy dealing with students who are at the 
University during the transition from quarters to semesters.  The policy requires that students be neither 
advantaged nor disadvantaged by the change.  There has been a problem at other institutions, she said; 
students have been put at a disadvantage by curriculum changes because they have needed to take more 
credits, retake courses, and have not had adequate advising. 
 
 The policy calls for not cutting advising during the period leading up to the change; this is a period 
when advising will be most needed.  At other institutions, the advising students received during the 
change was either the best they ever received, or they received nothing and were at a complete loss.  The 
policy calls for an advising program to begin next fall, because it is the next cohort of students who will 
be here for the transition.  There should be as few students as possible who have to worry about liberal 
education requirements, and departments will have to begin advising students on how to deal with 2- and 
3-quarter sequences. 
 
 Thought has been given to setting up web pages that would contain preliminary information on 
courses offered by other departments. 
 
 For the final summer session, said one Committee member, there should be a one-time increase in 
the budget allocation so that more courses could be offered.  Professor Koch reported that at other 
schools, the regular summer session was not offered, and courses that students needed before the 
transition were offered instead. 
 
 The Committee unanimously approved the policy for the Senate docket. 
 
3.  Twin Cities Undergraduate Course and Curriculum Committee 
 
 Professor Koch pointed out that the proposal for the TCUCCC was distributed at the February 
Twin Cities Campus Assembly meeting, but was not discussed or acted on.  The proposal creates a 
committee, similar to that which the other three campuses already have, to review all courses proposed for 
semesters, to ensure that the semester conversion standards are met, and to look overall at the 
undergraduate curriculum on the Twin Cities campus. 
 
 What will be the guiding principle of who is permitted to offer what courses, if several departments 
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have personnel capable of doing it, asked one Committee member?  For example, if faculty in both 
Economics and in Applied Economics are qualified to teach introductory economics, is it a catfight or is 
there a principle involved?   
 
 Within a provostry, the provost would decide, Professor Koch said.  On what basis?  The 
committee would bring in people and obtain information, she said.  The fundamental issues will be raised 
with the advent of Responsibility Center Management, she noted.  It is to be hoped that the TCUCCC can 
figure out what should be done as questions arise, once it has received advice from faculty, deans, and 
provosts.  One Committee member expressed skepticism that a committee would be able to get agreement 
among faculty and provosts on who will teach economics.  The first duty of the TCUCCC, said another 
Committee member, is to establish a set of ground rules, in consultation with the provosts; the committee 
ultimately will have to resolve disagreements. 
 
 What is the relationship of the TCUCCC to college curriculum committees, it was asked?  One 
concern is its role in approving majors; that is more than just playing traffic cop for the Twin Cities 
campus.  The intent, Professor Koch responded, is that the committee will look at duplication across 
colleges, not within them.  Nor will the committee consider substantive course content, for the most part.  
In the case of Rhetoric and English both teaching English, it might have to consider content, but it is not 
intended to duplicate the work of college curriculum committees. 
 
 The TCUCCC would not approve courses after the change to semesters?  Professor Koch explained 
that that had originally been part of the charge, but some SCEP members said they would vote against the 
proposal if it contained that language.   
 
 One responsibility of the committee will be to resolve turf issues, it was pointed out, not to reinvent 
the wheel.  Professor Koch noted that under RCM, it will be a problem if two colleges decide to offer the 
same course.  Departments need to keep an eye on what they are offering, and if colleges see students 
being taken away, they would bring their concerns to the TCUCCC.  It is the responsibility of the dean 
and provost to look at course offerings to determine if there is a problem; the committee cannot be 
expected to identify the problems first. 
 
 If a college had no problem with the offerings of another college, even though there appeared to be 
overlap, would the committee intervene?  At the time of the change to semesters it might, Professor Koch 
said, with new semester courses.  It may be that the courses were taught differently or space limitations 
precluded one section or offerings were needed on both Minneapolis and St. Paul, so the offerings were 
justified; after the change to semesters, there would have to be a dispute.  The committee would not be 
BARRED from intervening, it was pointed out, if it were concerned about the use of institutional 
resources.   
 
 It was suggested that the proposal needed a clearer preamble, in order that the charge to and 
purpose of the committee is clearer.  Professor Koch agreed to draft a new preamble and to bring the 
proposal back to the Committee the following week. 
 
4.  Grading Policy 
 
 Professor Koch then re-introduced the grading policy.  She reported that the Committee had 
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considered recommending the Wisconsin grading policy as an alternative to consider (A, A/B, B, B/C, C, 
D, F), but inasmuch as it encountered a completely negative reaction to the suggestion, concluded it 
would retain its current long-considered policy.   
 
 There are only minor changes to the policy.  One is that the instructor is EXPECTED to turn in a 
grade within four weeks of the time a student turns in work to make up an Incomplete; this creates an 
expectation, but in the event the instructor is on leave or gone for the summer or absent for other 
legitimate reasons, the four-week deadline is not a requirement.  The other change is that for students who 
repeat a course, the LAST grade earned in the course will count in the GPA (and all grades earned will 
appear on the transcript).  There is no limit on the number of times a student may repeat a course. 
 
 Committee members discussed several minor points about the policy, and the reaction of students 
to the proposal, and whether or not faculty members would be obligated to use the policy were it adopted, 
and the importance of having a uniform practice in the same course. 
 
 The Committee then unanimously approved the policy for the Senate docket. 
 
5.  Closing General College 
 
 Professor Gray asked Committee members to consider questions they have for Provost Shively.  
She noted that the Committee has for years exhorted the administration to make tough choices; now that it 
has done so, the Committee needs to be careful to be temperate in its reaction.  It need not agree with all 
the choices, but it is obligated to consider them.   
 
 Concerns were expressed about consultation with students and within the administration.  The main 
Senate involvement, said one Committee member, is if the administration eliminates an entire college; 
that would fall under the Senate's responsibility for inter-collegiate effects and activities.  If the 
administration makes modifications within a college, that typically not is Senate business on educational 
policy ground (although it could be on finance or planning grounds).  The Committee needs to be careful 
about what kinds of positions it takes. 
 
 Professor Gray next welcomed Provost Shively to the meeting.  One Committee member began by 
noting that there is a Senate policy requiring presentation of preliminary and final proposals to the Senate 
Committee on Educational Policy on reorganization of collegiate units, and then to the Senate for 
information.  Modification of collegiate units would probably fall under the Senate's interest in 
educational policy while changes within a college would probably not, it was said again for the Provost's 
benefit.  With respect to collegiate units, SCEP should be involved.  The policy also speaks to 
departments and programs, it was said. 
 
 Provost Shively said he thought the issue should be brought before the committees of the Senate.  It 
will probably not come as news to Committee members that there are discussions across the entire 
University and the campus; everything that is being done is being examined both in terms of the 
effectiveness in accomplishing what is intended, the cost effectiveness of doing it, and alternatives.  Of all 
the various things the University is doing, if there are some there things which have to be eliminated, 
what are the things that should be eliminated?  It should be things that can be picked up in other ways, 
things which are less cost-effective, things which are less effective than one wishes they were.   
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 General College is a case where there are alternative structures in the state that are dedicated to the 
task that General College performs for the University, units that did not exist when GC was founded.  
General College is a more expensive operation; its cost per student is about $8800 per year, compared 
with about $6900 per year for IT, which is an expensive college, and about $4100 per year for CLA 
students.   
 
 The effectiveness of General College in serving the students, in what students what come to the 
University for--which is to graduate from the University--can be questioned.  There is no science to 
setting the right number, he said, because GC is working with a population of students who are at risk, the 
graduation rate after eight years is 17%.  So fewer than one in five of students who enter GC succeed in 
what they entered GC for.  Dr. Shively accepted the observation that that graduation rate is for GC 
students who graduate from the University.  There are no degrees granted by General College, he pointed 
out; one can assume that a student who enters General College did so in order to graduate from the 
University of Minnesota, not in order to transfer to another institution.  The success rate simply does not 
look good.  The graduation for minorities is lower than the 17%.   
 
 Consider all of this, the administration concluded that it should consider good alternatives.  It is 
important to have routes into the University for students who have not performed well in high school or 
who are at risk.  They believe they can develop alternatives, and have proposed for discussion something 
that will be developed in more detail later, a special program with MNSCU, as well as having special 
programs in the University itself.  This would include expansion of the special admission program in 
CLA, examining the services within the University for minority students, examination of the University's 
programs in the K-12 system, the University 1001 course that he and Vice President Boston are chairing a 
committee to develop to introduce students to going to a university, residential college programs, and so 
on.  There is an entire panoply of programs that can be used to assist students at risk.   
 
 The potential savings in phasing out General College, and developing alternatives, Provost Shively 
estimated to be $1.5 to $2 million.  The timetable for proceeding is that there will be a period for public 
discussion, including public hearings with community and University leaders; the administration will 
decide in June what proposal to take to the Board of Regents for information in July and action in 
September.   
 
 Dr. Shively said he came into the office of provost with a predisposition and affection for General 
College; he has had students who have gone through GC with wonderful stories to tell.  He has also had 
students from the community college system, however, with similar wonderful stories.  As he looks at the 
economic realities, and the pressures on the University to make choices--they have to be made, he said, 
and he has NO choice but to make choices--he has decided to come to the University and broader 
community with the recommendation to close General College. 
 
 One Committee member said there are several issues raised by the proposal that should be 
confronted, irrespective of the outcome of the proposal.  One issue is the question of the justification for 
the University--or MNSCU or the technical or community colleges--for admitting students, and using 
their tuition and aid to offer remedial education when the bill has already been paid once by the state 
through aid to the K-12 system, and the job did not get done?  Higher education should wonder why it is 
assuming that responsibility, rather than telling the legislature that higher education will assume the 
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responsibility if it will deduct the cost of doing so from the state aid to K-12 education.  It is bothersome 
that the University is having to pick up for other parts of the state's educational system that did not do 
their job. 
 
 Dr. Shively said he would strongly defend the provision of remedial education, where needed, for 
students who the University believes can succeed here, and who can make contributions to the University. 
 There are several types of such students:  music students (who have often concentrated on music training 
and lack other training that they have missed along the way), athletes, students who are talented in 
humanistic areas but who have a math gap.  In the case of remedial math training--which is the main 
remediation offered at the University--it has broad use, and GC's program reaches well beyond General 
College.  It is a program that the University will clearly keep in place; one proposal in next year's budget 
is to make it a self-supporting program based on student tuition paid by students using it.  It offers zero-
level courses and is self-supporting.  The way the University teaches remedial material in general is not 
state-supported, except inasmuch as remedial training may have crept into the normal curriculum and is a 
part of a number of courses.  The exclusively remedial work being offered, however, is and should be 
self-supporting. 
 
 The ONLY remedial work offered in GC is in mathematics, one Committee member commented; 
the other courses are approved by the Council on Liberal Education and the credits for which transfer into 
other colleges.  The courses are not remedial; it is important to understand that.  It is services that help 
students who did not have the opportunity, who did not learn in high school or who are returning 
students.  They may be single parents or minority students; a majority of GC students are first-generation 
college students, from families where education was not emphasized, so they did not know how to 
prepare for college.   
 
 Another question is what the role of a research university in working with at-risk students and 
learning how to work with at-risk students, as part of the overall research and outreach mission, asked one 
Committee member?  One justification for what GC has been doing is to incorporate it into University 
activity in the same way that University High School was.  The research justification for a clinical high 
school or elementary school on a campus such as this is clear, but it is not done.  What is the judgment on 
that score? 
 
 That is a part of the judgment in recommending the change, Dr. Shively said.  Just as when he 
recommended last year that the underground space center and Gray Freshwater Biological Research 
Center be ended, choices about research programs must be made.  How central to the mission and how 
successful they are must be considered; this decision represents in part that choice.  In the alternative 
being recommended, they are looking only at the services to the students in community colleges and 
within CLA and other colleges; they are not seeking to replace the research mission of General College.  
That is a decision about choices among research programs at the University. 
 
 Another question is about the special admission programs in CLA and perhaps other colleges:  does 
this simply just move an activity from one place to another?  What is the nature of that savings or 
improvement in outcome that might be achieved? 
 
 CLA already has a program of special admissions, Dr. Shively responded.  Frankly, this is a 
recognition of the fact that there are students with special backgrounds and special abilities and special 



Senate Consultative Committee 
March 28, 1996 
 

 8 

needs who can benefit from and should be at this University, and making provision for exceptional 
admissions.  It is a recognition that one size does not fit all and that the standard requirements for 
admission, which serve for the vast majority of admissions, need a safety valve. 
 
 If admissions standards for the rest of the University are being raised, so students are increasingly 
from the top part of their high school class, and also increasing the number of special admissions in CLA, 
students probably at the other end of the academic spectrum, classroom teachers will have difficulty 
incorporating the group.  The special admissions are not SELECTED to be high-risk, Dr. Shively pointed 
out; they are selected because they have varying special capacities, who present a different mix of talents, 
but it is not a group that is especially talent-less.   
 
 CLA already has about 200 special admissions each year, Dr. Shively commented; this proposal 
would expand it to 300.  It would also provide for better support for those students.  Dean Holt has 
recommended that these students be given preferential admission to residential college, for example, 
because living on campus could be helpful.  The University 1001 course he and Dr. Boston are 
developing would be mandatory for all special admissions students.  This does not drastically change the 
nature of the student body in CLA, Dr. Shively concluded. 
 
 One Committee member noted that the University spends a lot of time worrying about how it 
stacks up against other research universities.  Do they have programs like General College?  One 
philosophic question to be addressed in looking at General College, Dr. Shively replied, is whether the 
University wants a separate curriculum, faculty, and administration to deal with the needs of at-risk 
students.  Minnesota is one of the VERY few that have this arrangement; most have a program like 
OMSSA, with special summer programs, lower class loads for students at risk, special advising, special 
residential facilities, and a lot of help.  The more prominent practice is to have a mainstreamed program. 
 
 Provost Shively said, in response to a query, that University 1001 would be for all students, but 
would not be mandatory for all students.  
 
 One Committee member said it was reported that the cost per student in the residential college is 
higher than the cost in CLA; how does this affect the decision?  Dr. Shively said he would check on the 
figures. 
 
 With admissions standards going up, presumably CLA turns down applicants; Dr. Shively affirmed 
that it does.  One Committee member observed that with increased standards, there will be an increased 
number of qualified applicants who will now be rejected but who, five years ago, would have been 
admitted.  But there will be other students who have not met the criteria but who will be admitted under 
the special admissions program.  How many of those will be non-athletes?  General College has quite a 
few students other than athletes; will those other students be left out? 
 
 Not all athletes enter the University through the General College, or through the special admissions 
program of CLA.  The College of Education, for example, is developing a sports administration program. 
 There are about 70 athletes in General College (not all admitted in one year).   
 
 The question, it was said, is whether students with deficiencies will be admitted over students who 
apply to CLA who have the high school rank and ACT but who are being cut off by the increased 
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standards.  As at present, Dr. Shively said, there are 200 special admits, although they tend to be people 
who just "under the line" for admission to CLA.  Consideration would be given to people who have 
different skills, and this is a way of looking at the absolute admissions scores.  One example, which 
includes a group of students who enter GC, is students who come from a very competitive high school.  
The University uses the slightly artificial standard of class rank, without any differentiation among high 
schools; being in the top 20% in one high school is not necessarily a higher standard than being in the top 
40% in another high school.  There are students who look awfully good but who do not fit the mold, and 
there is no way to provide for them at present except as special admits or through the General College.  
His guess, he said, is that there are not more than about 40 athletes who enter in any given year, and there 
would be 300 special admits in CLA, so they would not all be athletes. 
 
 To expand on this point, there will be more scrutiny of the criteria by which special admits are 
selected, said one Committee member, in the current affirmative action environment.   
 
 A third point of access to the University that is being explored for students who will not come in 
the regular route, Dr. Shively, is a program proposed by CEE Dean Hal Miller called "winter gophers"; it 
has yet to be determined if it will be part of these recommendations.  Students who cannot be admitted in 
the fall can enroll in a special set of CEE courses, including developmental courses, for one term in the 
fall.  Those students would be guaranteed access directly into one of the colleges if they make a stipulated 
level of grades in those special courses.  This program also takes into account the fact the University's 
enrollment surges in the fall and then subsequently drops; it would help even out enrollment flow as well 
as provide access to the University to a set of students who would otherwise have been rejected. 
 
 They are exploring a creative set of programs, he concluded, as way of providing second-chance 
options. 
 
 One Committee member said the Committee "should applaud leadership and insist on 
consultation."  Four questions were then asked: 
 
-- It is hard to follow the numbers.  One reads that GC admits 800 and that 75% drop out; that sounds 

like a non-college.  The Committee needs some factual data. 
 
-- The Committee needs to see some documentation of the actual proposals; all that anyone has now 

are two news releases.  What is worrisome is that all the attention is going to General College, but 
the Committee needs to pay attention to the other proposals as well. 

 
-- The President makes it sound like this is a "done deal," while he--Dr. Shively--makes it sound more 

like a proposal to be discussed and possibly modified.  Without knowing which it should be, it does 
not sound the same from the two sources. 

 
-- It is not clear how the Committee can come to hard conclusions without seeing the often-promised 

University College study.  From what one sees, there will be a significant impact, so it is hard to 
consider this proposal in terms of diversity and access without understanding University College 
will be positioned.  The Committee has repeatedly been promised the study, but has never received 
it. 
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 Dr. Shively affirmed that this is a period for review and public discussion and amendment and 
challenge.  It must be that, because this is not policy made by the administration--it is made by the Board 
of Regents.  It will not go to the Board, in whatever form it ends up, until July.  The administration has 
brought it out with a long lead time--which also means it has been brought out before they have a detailed 
proposal to present.  The administration could be criticized for not having a detailed proposal, but it could 
not have been having secret negotiations with MNSCU for two months to prepare a detailed proposal.  
The administration would have been criticized for that, he noted, and said it would not have been possible 
in any event.  The next months are a period during which the proposal may be amended and challenged. 
 
 Most of the discussion is focused on General College, but there were other programs and colleges 
mentioned in the announcements, said one Committee member.  A number of people said they would 
have like prior warning before being mentioned in a press release; even a dean was surprised.  Dr. Shively 
said he encouraged conversations about the announcement, and that they tried to be clear at the press 
conference that the release was about a number of proposals in various stages of development.  He said he 
had apologized to one dean, with whom he had since spoken, and had clarified the language to make it 
clear it said nothing more than to describe what was already going on. 
 
 One Committee member returned to the question of access and diversity.  Diversity does not just 
mean minority students, it was said; there are other types of diversity as well.  In MNSCU, 1985-1989, 
there were about 1300 students who transferred to the University; of those, only 77 were minority 
students, or about 5.7%.  In GC at the same time, there were over 700 students who transferred into CLA; 
of those, 171 were minority, or 24%.  This is only one aspect of diversity, but diversity is one of the 
benchmarks established by the University and by the legislature.  This year the applications from minority 
students are down 7% from a year ago at the same time.  One must be concerned about diversity, and the 
message this proposal sends out.   
 
 In her report to the Regents in January about minority students, Associate Vice President Josie 
Johnson spoke of the hostile environment for people of color in the top administration and in faculty 
ranks, and now among the students because of the message of this proposal.  Is this the message the 
University wants to send out?  It needs to be very careful about what it says to different groups of people. 
 
 Dr. Shively said he was very concerned by the symbolic message sent by closing General College, 
where about 30% of the students are minority students, compared to about 15% in CLA.  The difference 
has symbolic import.  The best recruitment device for anyone, including minority students, is retention 
and success.  His view is that the minority community should have marched on his office after the 
publication of Dr. Johnson's report.  The five-year graduation rate for minority students who enter GC is 
7%; for African-American students it is 4%--five years out, fewer than one in 20 African-American GC 
students has graduated.  The rest of the University hasn't done spectacularly well, either, but the numbers 
are in the 20% range.   
 
 The University is not only about access, it is also about success, for all parts of the population who 
to come to use its services.  For a student to have one chance in ten or twenty to succeed at what they 
came here for, just cannot be satisfactory.  One can grant the fact that this challenges what GC is doing, 
but the best way to improve recruitment of minority students is to improve the success of minority 
students in the University.   
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 If one looks at the information in Dr. Johnson's report, 15% of minority students graduated earlier, 
and now the rate is up to 21%, it was said.  That is still abysmal.  Dr. Shively agreed.  For the minority 
students who transfer, what is not being considered is what happens to those who do not graduate from 
the University who started in General College, when for three years they are no longer General College 
students.  They are in CLA, which is described as having a hostile environment for minority students.  
There are factors that need to be taken into consideration, when discussing diversity; this is not a problem 
for students, it is a problem throughout the University. 
 
 Dr. Shively said he agreed.  His point is that whatever General College is going for its students, it 
does not seem to be leading to graduation.  Whether that is because they are preparing students in a 
particular way, with a learning style that is not found elsewhere, the end result is a lack of success in what 
people came to the University for.  There is a need to look to alternative solutions. 
 
 One thing that might be studied is the success rate of students who come from the community 
colleges.  According to one who has studied the matter, the success rate is dismal; something like 90% do 
not succeed. 
 
 At UMC the admission standard is open--anyone can come.  At a time when the University is 
raising its admissions standards, to make concessions tells one that there is a certain group of people who 
are wanted here who are not qualified to be here.  So overtures are made to them in order to help them be 
successful.  One cannot be sure that is what is needed.  The point about working with different students is 
valid; in one case, the same class contained a high school valedictorian and someone at the 4th percentile. 
 These students need a great deal more than remedial math, however; they need remedial attitude, a make-
over of the philosophy of success, learning how to be successful.  Is the University prepared to go that far 
with these students? 
 
 Dr. Shively said he believed the University needed to work as carefully as it can to meet the needs 
of its students.  One class will not do it, it was rejoined.  Dr. Shively agreed, and said he was not talking 
only about one class but about programs.  One thing it needs to do is look at the vast number of programs 
it has for helping disadvantaged students; Associate Vice President Rusty Barcelo [Dr. Josie Johnson's 
successor] has identified over 300 such programs, most of which operate independently of one another.  
All of them need to be looked at.   
 
 After working with high-risk students for a long time, said one Committee member, one concludes 
they are "very good kids" whom people did not have the heart to fail, at some point.  They did not make 
them go back and do the work.   
 
 Or told them they had failed, so they do not believe in who they are.  In talking about all these 
programs, it must be understood that the proposal to close GC cuts off the research on these students.  The 
programs come and go; this cuts off one of the research arms that disseminates information. 
 
 What he is looking at, Dr. Shively responded, is that years ago the state decided to set up various 
systems of education, to be complementary to each other, to share in the tasks of higher education in the 
State of Minnesota.  They are supposed to pursue different missions within the higher education system.  
What is being looked at is a working partnership with the community college system, and supplementing 
it with programs on the Twin Cities campus as well.  They would not be on the scale of General College, 
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but they would try to improve the quality of the programs that exist to work with students of varying 
backgrounds and needs.  They are looking at fitting into the complementarity of missions of higher 
education in Minnesota. 
 
 The raw data on recruiting students sometimes does not prove much, commented one Committee 
member; there are students in the fine arts who probably would not test well but who potentially would be 
great graduates.  One thing the University provides, while it has good fine arts programs, is an 
atmosphere that is so much different from a community college or state university; that provides an 
incentive or drive for a student once at the University.  If he is serious, he will have to use some of the 
money he expects to save, because the University will have to do a better job recruiting students.  It 
cannot just use test scores; it may need specialists to interview students, to get the right match--and that 
will cost money. 
  
 That will not be money wasted, Dr. Shively said.  All the money being saved with either go to a 
reduction in the budget or into investments. 
 
 Also a worry is that the faculty in GC are good teachers, dedicated teachers.  They have won a 
number of Morse-Alumni teaching awards.  There needs to be incentives for people to work with that 
kind of dedication with freshmen and sophomores.  Dr. Shively agreed, and said that he would work to 
see that the proper set of incentives established. 
 
 Apropos the partnership with the community college, one Committee member asked, what is to 
assure other departments and programs on campus that they will not also be replaced, because it can be 
done cheaper?  The truth is that University is having to look at everything it is doing, Dr. Shively said.  
There are practically no parts of the University that are not considering what they do.  The biological 
sciences are reorganizing--a little different effort--but will also look at duplication.  The criteria have 
always been the same:  centrality, quality, and uniqueness. 
 
 Professor Gray thanked Provost Shively for joining the meeting.  Before Provost Allen arrived, one 
Committee member said the Committee should keep pushing on a point made earlier:  What is going on 
with University College?  A year ago Dean Miller was clear about the rough blueprint of what it would 
be, and it made a lot of sense.  One would have thought it would have been brought up in connection with 
General College.  After presentations last year, University College seems to have gone off on its own 
instead of being folded into the overall reconfiguration of the Twin Cities campus for purposes of access 
and continuing education.  This presentation was vague.  Another Committee member said it seemed 
contradictory to the report on University College, which said it was to be a service unit for the rest of the 
colleges.  Contact with clients might be through University College, but delivery of service will be 
through main-line units, with a few experimental activities that might be later incorporated into the main-
line units.  Now it is being seen as an alternative delivery mechanism.  The Committee discussed the 
future of University College for awhile, and then agreed it should hear from Dean Miller. 
 
5.  Other Organizational Changes 
 
 Professor Gray next welcomed Provost Allen to the meeting to talk about organizational changes 
announced in the last week. 
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 He said he would run through the list of six proposals announced earlier.  First, they are seriously 
exploring the possibility of merging the College of Human Ecology and the College of Education and 
Human Development.  He has been in a series of meetings since this announcement, and will meet with 
the faculty and staff of both colleges; he said he is optimistic the proposal will move forward in a  
positive way and will be brought to a conclusion.   
 
 Second, during the last four years, the Dean of the College of Agriculture has been involved in a 
series of "consolidation" moves on the five branch stations.  What is exciting now is that the Universities 
of Minnesota and Wisconsin are exploring the creation of a single and sizeable dairy research operation in 
Marshfield, WI.  When that happens--which they believe it will--they will close out the herds at Waseca 
and Crookston.   
 
 Third, as CEE is evolving into University College, it is time to examine the similarities and 
overlaps between University College and the Minnesota Extension Service.  This is especially true in the 
support function areas; the intent is to minimize duplication while recognizing that the two units have 
different and unique missions.  As University College evolves--MES reinvented itself about five years 
ago--there is need for a clearer focus within each unit on their responsibilities, and minimization and 
elimination of duplication.  Also important, in this age, is to ensure the units are coordinated with respect 
to educational technology and the distance education infrastructure. 
 
 Fourth, with the major efforts underway in the biological sciences, it would be premature to do 
other things prior to that evolution with colleges involved in the biological sciences.  He said he wants to 
see what direction the biological sciences will go, and the questions must be asked, especially on the St. 
Paul campus and in the Academic Health Center, about the structuring of the actual administrative units.   
 
 Fifth, it is appropriate to ask if the Humphrey Institute is best positioned to deliver its programs as 
a self-standing unit, or as part of a larger unit.  He said he had no preconceived ideas and was simply 
raising the question.  The Humphrey Institute has the only Master's in Public Affairs, and there will likely 
be a mid-career program developed.  There is a need for more units to interact meaningfully with 
Humphrey Institute programs; that is one reason for raising the question. 
 
 Finally, many of the Professional Studies colleges are looking at the costs of being as decentralized 
as they are, versus centralizing some operations at the college level.  There are very different 
organizational structures in the units that report to him; Law and Education have centralized accounting 
and other functions.  This is being explored by other colleges, and it will be a balance between functions 
each department provides versus those that can be centralized to achieve efficiencies.  He said he has 
asked the planning office to do some modeling to learn about colleges and departments of different sizes 
that operate in different ways, both at Minnesota and elsewhere.   
 
 There is a wish to save money, but more important is to think about where there are commonalities, 
similarities, complementarities in programs, and how those can come together to enhance current 
programs or to position the units to offer other high quality programs as a result of faculty expertise 
available.  Some of these programs would have the opportunity, especially in the professional schools, to 
raise significant revenue.   
 
 All of the units recognize they exist in a very competitive market for professional programs, so 
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must be concerned about quality, because programs that are not of high quality will not survive.  That will 
increasingly be the situation for all units, professional or not, Dr. Allen said; that is part of what changing 
with new technologies and the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 
 
 Professor Gray inquired if there were questions, but first inquired if the Humphrey Institute would 
go back into CLA.  Dr. Allen said he would oppose putting the Humphrey Institute in CLA as it is 
presently constituted; CLA is already too large, he said.  He said he did not know where else it might go, 
and wished the faculty to explore alternatives.  He said he did not believe that all units currently on the 
Twin Cities campus should necessarily remain as they are.  The answer for the Humphrey Institute may 
be that there should be no change, but he would oppose putting it in CLA. 
 
 One Committee member asked Dr. Allen to explain what is going to happen with the biological 
sciences.  About a year ago the Deans Biological Sciences Council appointed two committees; one was 
oriented to research programs and one to educational programs.  It is interesting that the most advanced 
discussions have to do with the educational programs and the curriculum.  The best way to visualize this 
is as a doughnut, with the middle as the core programs of the biological sciences; the major responsibility 
for them is in CBS, with some in IT and a small part in CLA, with other small parts contributed by faculty 
coming in to work in the core from the professional programs.  There are 80-85 faculty in CBS; by loose 
definition of biology, there are about 1200 faculty who are involved in biology on the Twin Cities, or 
one-third of the faculty.  (This includes people in cognitive psychology, speech pathology, all of 
medicine, and so on.) 
 
 This points out the comprehensive nature of this campus, Dr. Allen said; there are not many 
campuses that extend from agriculture in one dimension to the health sciences in another, to yet others in 
an outer core.   
 
 There are several things being striven for.  One is a common entry point for all freshmen coming 
into biological science programs.  Another is identification of master teachers, who would be awarded an 
extra stipend and who would teach in the core (even though they might be in other colleges).  Third, they 
are talking about reducing the number of graduate programs from 44 to 8-10.  It is interesting that in the 
AHC discussions, they spent much of their time dealing with the educational program; that is what has 
happened in the biological sciences as well.   
 
 One Committee member spoke about program quality and competitiveness.  He talked about mid-
career programs that exist or are planned.  The University has been, for 20 years, in the midst of a major 
competitive setting for mid-career programs; they are offered by the private colleges, MNSCU, the 
seminaries, and by out-of-state institutions.  From what one knows about some of these, they are often 
very demand-responsive; they deliver what people come with cash in hand to buy.  Many of them have 
few or no admissions requirements; they get their degrees and go away happy paying a lot of money for 
their programs.   
 
 The University, however, is often very supply-sided, thinking about what it wants to sell people, 
rather than what people want to buy.  Further, when it is challenged to beef up mid-career programs, there 
is no way to finance them; the tuition is low, the cost is high in some cases, and the incentives within 
departments or colleges are often low.  Unless something changes, there is a structural problem in the 
University that creates real obstacles to going in this direction.  Outside, there are competitive obstacles 
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because the University cannot do things the way the competitors are.  Where does this leave the 
University? 
 
 Dr. Allen said the question was a good one.  With regard to the market, it is apparent that programs 
need more sophisticated market studies than they have ever had.  There are examples of where they have 
been used; he has requests for such studies in front of him now.  This is important because some of the 
programs would not be delivered on site, or even in the Twin Cities.   
 
 The evolution of CEE into University College is to empower the colleges to be more fully in 
control of the curriculum and degrees they offer.  In the process, they will also be more in line with the 
resources associated with the programs.  The reason why they are talking about the evolution of 
University College to empower colleges is so they can look at the total teaching responsibilities that they 
have across a 12-month period, and where they want to put the effort.  Right now, colleges and 
departments cannot fully plan what they want to put together in the manner they wish to.  This is a 
transition period, and there are difficult issues between colleges, the marketplace and deciding what to 
offer, and how much of the revenue generated is returned to the college.  That dynamic has to change, in 
order to put the rewards more clearly back with the colleges and faculty. 
 
 One Committee member recalled that Dr. Allen had been responsible for a report on University 
College, a report right on the mark; one does not see any evolution toward what was contained in the 
report.  One sees, in fact, exactly the opposite.  Most of the deans don't seem to tell their superiors how 
hostile they are to how University College is evolving.  The report sounded very much like what he just 
described, Dr. Allen was told--it would be a key support arm, and would be well-equipped to deal with 
the constituency, but the provider relationship comes from the mainline colleges.  What one sees more of 
every day is that University College is becoming an alternative supplier.  That is a VERY different role.  
The Committee has asked for, and the President has promised a clarification of this point, several times, 
but rather than getting better, it is getting worse.  Every day one sees announcements of programs 
University College is bringing up.  One can argue that they may fill niches that main-line colleges would 
not, but they are really alternative providers.  The original thought was that University College might do 
some of those as experiments, but then import the experiments into the main-line colleges.  The main-line 
colleges are clearly not interested in the particular experiments that are being brought forward, so are not 
being brought forward as ones that will later be incorporated in the colleges.  They are being established 
in accord with the notion of an alternative provider.   
 
 This is a fundamental issue that must be resolved, and it is an important question with respect to 
General College.  One assumes that people who will be denied entry, if General College is closed, will 
seek entry through University College.  That must be straightened out.  The report was right on the mark, 
but does not match what is happening, and Dr. Allen is a key person, it was said.   
 
 Dr. Allen said he could not disagree.  What happens is that there is an evolution from CEE to 
University College; it is a slow period over this last year.  There are the tugs and strains of an 
entrepreneurial center, CEE, still functioning, while the evolution to University College as a service 
center is taking place.  He predicted that the University College concept will emerge more clearly in the 
coming year.  It will be an evolution, not a duplication.  Part of the struggle is that CEE has taken serious 
budget cuts; the question is how to survive while doing a handoff.  The handoff is to the college. 
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 There are at least three BA or MA programs that are popping up that are not programs in which the 
main-line colleges have much interest.  Maybe they should.  In one case, the University has one of the 
best departments in the field, which it is under-supporting, but then supporting other programs that do not 
help the department.  One hears that from people in the Medical School and in Agriculture; the message 
seems not to get to the provosts and president. 
 
 They know about the programs, Dr. Allen assured the Committee.  The concern is widely shared, 
he said. 
 
 The educational technology piece is absolutely essential, said one Committee member.  The best 
place to locate that element is not with CEE.  The physical infrastructure, Dr. Allen noted, is with 
Associate Vice President Riley.  The money seems to be flowing to CEE, it was said.  The issue is not 
putting up rooms and lines; the issue is finding content that is worth putting out, and getting them 
interested in putting it out.  Arguably, the people least connected to the content are the people in CEE.  
The University would be as well or better off if it found a few major departments and tried to bring up 
major programs, with good content, that could become national leaders.  Right now there appears to be an 
inappropriate strategy for what will be critical to the University's future. 
 
 Much of this is not in CEE, Dr. Allen repeated, it is in Dr. Riley's office, and he is looking for 
departments to do exactly what was described.   
 
 There are three items to consider, said one Committee member.  One is the subject matter expertise, 
one is the technology available to connect buyers and sellers, and the third is the market that the fast-
moving private institutions have been exploiting for years.  When one talks about who is good at the 
University and how can it deliver the subject to people who want to use it, that is a supply-side argument. 
 When Dr. Riley hunts for departments for a product that can be channelled to someone out there, that is 
another approach.  The big problem is that the University is not demand-responsive to the world; the 
focus has been on technology or expertise it has. 
 
 One might be able to find a few good suppliers who would be demand-responsive, said another 
Committee member, if they could get access to resources.  Dr. Riley may be looking for units, and he's 
doing a marvelous job trying to bring these units together, but he does not have to be the person trying to 
develop distance education at the same time he's trying to pull together the infrastructure.  This is not an 
infrastructure problem, it is an academic program problem.   
 
 In the beginning it was a SERIOUS infrastructure problem, Dr. Allen pointed out; the University is 
evolving to where that is less true, and where it is now a programmatic problem.  Identifying and assisting 
the faculty is the problem. 
 
 One other point very important to the University is that it has a sense for sprinkling these programs 
around--find a faculty member here and there and get them into a classroom.  It would be better to take 
the money and ask two or three colleges to put up a program, and give them three years to do it. 
 
 That has been done in a number of places, Dr. Allen said. 
 
 One Committee member returned to the issue of administrative centralization.  It is something one 
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feels ambivalent about.  One can understand the economics, but more and more the faculty are seeing the 
"personal help" resources withdrawn.  In some departments, there is a knowledgeable and helpful 
departmental staff that helps faculty navigate the rapids.  Other departments do not have that, and might 
be better off with helpful people in the dean's office.  He is at present dealing with another unit that is 
being nasty about a problem; if support is centralized, the nastiness may be left without the support.  
Centralizing is rational in one sense, but it may mean withdrawing the help that makes it easier for faculty 
to do their jobs. 
 
 Another Committee member observed that it may not always cost less to centralize.  The person in 
the department who deals with CUFS costs a lot less than the person in the dean's office who does so, 
who in turn costs less than the person in the provost's office.  Calling someone higher up is not 
necessarily cheapest.   
 
 A related point raised by this issue is that a number of years ago, the secretaries worked for the 
faculty.  Every year, they work more and more for the administration.  There very little assistance they 
can provide to the faculty.  One person deals entirely with CUFS, another with the undergraduate 
curriculum, another with the graduate curriculum.  "We're very highly paid clerical workers about half of 
our days." 
 
 Dr. Allen said he does not believe that one model fits everyone.  A major difference at the 
department level is the number of grants going through a department.  That is a big difference that stands 
out with respect to financial services.  When a program is all in one building, it is also easier.  That is why 
he wishes to see some modeling, he said; he is confident that some units are too small and some are too 
large.  After saying that, however, one must ask where the boundaries are.  There is also a need to be very 
careful; the University is undergoing so many changes now, and in the near future, that it must not forget 
to evaluate what is coming in relation to what has been done.  For example, there will be changes to 
CUFS, which may change some of the dynamics of how principal investigators operate.  Another huge 
cost that can be reduced is with invoices.  It will be difficult to evaluate what is coming next month in 
terms of what one has seen in the last 5-10 years, because the University is entering the unknown.  It must 
stay alive on a changing boundary, the market place; there are significant sectors of the market that need 
help with educational programs; if the University is best positioned to deliver them, it is frequently 
because of the University's comprehensive nature.  There are niche markets that no one else in the area 
could touch.  That is what is unique about the University, what makes it exciting to think about those 
programs, if it can position itself to deliver very high quality programs. 
 
 Professor Gray thanked Dr. Allen for coming to the meeting, and then adjourned it at 3:00. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


